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ABSTRACT

This study examined how various components of a social networking website
(SNW) as well as rater characteristics can impact employee evaluations. Participants
were presented with a job description, an applicant résumé, an applicant SNW profile,
and a survey to measure rater characteristics. Professionally-oriented Facebook profiles
received higher ratings than their counterparts, evaluations differed based on rater
characteristics (e.g., personality), and raters varied in their perceptions of the relative
value of SNW profiles. As these findings demonstrate that SNW profiles influence
employer judgments to varying degrees based on rater characteristics and perceptions,
organizations should use caution when viewing SNW profiles until more research is
available to demonstrate the reliability and validity of this practice.

Keywords: Facebook, social networking websites, self-referencing, performance
appraisal, hiring process, rater differences
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As social networking websites (SNWs) become increasingly common with the
general population, more and more organizations are beginning to include a viewing of
these online profiles in their hiring and performance appraisal processes (Kluemper &
Rosen, 2009). Viewing techniques can range from searching for the individual’s profile
to demanding that the individual provide their user name and password (Davison,
Hamilton, & Bing, 2012). This brings up possible legal implications that some states,
such as Maryland, have addressed by passing legislation forbidding employers from
requiring username and password information in an employee selection context to protect
citizens’ privacy (Breitenbach, 2012). Other legal implications are risked with the
viewing of information in SNW profiles that otherwise is off-limits to discuss in an
employee selection setting such as marital status and religious affiliation (Kluemper &
Rosen, 2009).
To the author’s knowledge, no studies to date have found that information
acquired via SNWs is linked to job performance. As raters tend to have their own nonuniform styles of appraisal even in formal performance appraisal settings (Karylowski,
1990), there is also concern that in the more casual format of a SNW, unchecked selfreferencing bias (i.e., the idea that traits that apply to one’s self are more recognizable
and memorable when noticed in others; Karylowski, 1990) will be a problem. As such,
1

the purpose of this paper is to examine how various components of a SNW can impact
hiring decisions and performance appraisal ratings and if the impact will be greater for
profiles that are not similar to those of the raters. Rater-ratee similarities and both rater
and ratee characteristics and their respective influences will be examined.
Online Social Networking
Research on SNWs in an employment context is relatively limited, so there is not
a lot of information regarding the utility of SNWs in organizational contexts (Paradise &
Sullivan, 2012). However, the involvement of social media in our everyday lives is
undeniable and should not be ignored. The use of SNWs as evaluation tools has yet to be
demonstrated as valid or invalid. We will examine four studies in the social media
literature that look at ethical and practical factors that contribute to whether it is advisable
to use SNWs in a workplace evaluation context.
Kluemper and Rosen (2009) are some of the first researchers to have examined
the use of SNWs as evaluation tools in the workplace. Whereas their study has limitations
in terms of their data analysis approach, they demonstrated that various raters were
consistent in identifying particular personality characteristics from SNW profiles. As
such, they suggest that examining SNW profiles could be a suitable replacement for selfreport approaches. Ethical dilemmas are acknowledged including that of information
such as marital status and religious affiliation being available in SNW settings when it is
not acceptable to bring that information into question in an employee selection setting.
The authors state that one advantage of using SNWs as evaluation tools is to get an idea
of the subject’s true personality, rather than an impression that is distorted by social
desirability bias, as can be the case in other settings, such as in interviews.
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Bohnert and Ross (2010) explored the degree to which SNWs influence hiring
decisions through an artificial method in which undergraduate business majors were used
as raters. The three orientations the researchers examined were family-oriented profiles,
professional-oriented profiles, and alcohol-oriented profiles. Profiles and résumés were
included; there was also a control group in which only résumés were included. An
interesting finding was that while content displayed on SNWs could hurt applicants (i.e.,
alcohol-oriented profiles were rated the lowest of the four groups), certain types of
content helped applicants. Namely, both family- and professional-oriented profiles were
rated higher than the control group. However, this highlights the issue of family
information being influential in evaluations, yet a taboo subject in a selection setting. It
was also found that raters who had stronger beliefs regarding the utility of SNW content
gave more extreme ratings than raters who believed SNW content did not matter as much
as résumés. Thus, this highlights that there may be rater differences in impressions
formulated based on SNW content.
Paradise and Sullivan (2012) studied the third-person effect (TPE), the idea that,
in regard to Facebook, people think they are invincible to media harm, whereas others are
not. Paradise and Sullivan examined participants’ interpretations of the negative effects
Facebook had on personal relationships, future employment, and privacy. It was found
that student participants believed that their future careers were less threatened by what
they posted to Facebook than the future careers of others. Their results were inconclusive
in regard to whether this TPE would accompany a push for regulation of Facebook. This
study suggests that individuals may have trouble grasping the idea that Facebook is
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something that can harm them, and therefore, they may be vulnerable to encountering
problems with future employers turning Facebook into a threat.
Marder, Joinson, and Shankar (2012) conducted a study with results contradictory
to the findings of Paradise and Sullivan (2012). Namely, Marder et al. (2012) explored
perception management through SNWs with self-discrepancy theory (SDT). SDT states
that people manage their actual selves through a filter of their ideal selves, attempting to
follow social norms and expectations of who they think they should be. The authors
suggest that in the selection process, SNWs give us the opportunity to attempt to present
an ideal self; however, our interactions with others are often out of our control and can
result in a representation of our actual selves. Marder et al. theorized that attempting to
please the different categories of people on SNWs through the same posts creates anxiety.
While Paradise and Sullivan (2012) found that individuals were not worried about the
consequences of what they chose to post, Marder et al. (2012) found that individuals do
constantly worry about what their viewers think. Both Paradise and Sullivan (2012) and
Marder et al. (2012) looked at young adults (ages 18-24 and average age of 21.67,
respectively), so they were both examining the same populations.

Selection and Performance Appraisals: How People Make Judgments
The two main areas in which judgments are made in workplace contexts are
during hiring processes and during performance appraisals. Along with the influence of
SNWs that are becoming more common in employment evaluation processes (Kluemper
& Rosen, 2009), other factors that impact hiring and performance appraisal processes are
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important. Therefore, a review of decision-making in each of these contexts is presented
below.
The hiring process looks at many factors when deciding who to select and who to
reject. Level of education, communication skills, problem solving, and how one manages
their time are all factors that potential employers care about during the hiring process
(Bryen, Potts, & Carey, 2007). Applicants also take many factors into consideration when
deciding to which positions they will apply. Applicants care about job characteristics and
organizational characteristics along with the details of the recruitment process, how the
recruiters behave, how they perceive their chances of being hired, and how well they feel
they would fit in both with the position itself and with the organization in general
(Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, 2012). Employers believe that bringing SNW factors
into the hiring process makes it easier to find out whether or not job applicants have
desirable characteristics (Kluemper & Rosen, 2009). However, having to meet the
standards of potential employers (which SNWs were not designed for; Kluemper &
Rosen, 2009) can result in anxiety (Marder et al., 2012).
The purpose of a performance appraisal is to see where an employee stands in
regard to standards and expectations, as well as to set goals and come up with strategies
for improved future performance. In many cases, employees report negative perceptions
of the performance appraisal process (Pichler, 2012). Namely, Pichler found that ratees’
reactions to performance appraisals were most positive when the ratee had a good
relationship with the rater, regardless of whether the ratee participated in the appraisal
process or even what their ratings were. The central traits that defined a good relationship
were mutual support and trust.
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For both selection and performance appraisal processes, the issue of what makes
an evaluation legally defensible must be considered. Selection processes can include
interviews, evaluations with assessment centers, and reviews of biographical information,
to name a few. Performance appraisals can use trait ratings or task-based ratings. It is
recommended that selection processes use structured interviews and that performance
appraisals use task-based ratings (Landy & Conte, 2009). Even though managers prefer
unstructured interviews, structured interviews have higher validity and are more
influenced by the applicant than the interviewer; trait ratings have little to do with job
performance. The use of unstructured interviews and trait-based ratings can make
organizations vulnerable to lawsuits (Landy & Conte, 2009). Aspects of SNWs that are
used to supplement selection processes and performance appraisals are only looking at
traits and biographical information, and some pieces of information that fall into those
categories are not permitted to be inquired of in selection and performance appraisal
processes, such as relationship status and religious affiliations (Uniform Guidelines on
Employee Selection, 1978). How an interviewer or a rater deals with these SNWacquired traits and biographical information in a setting that was not structured to be a
workplace evaluation tool brings us to the issue of self-referencing.
Self-referencing: Rater-ratee Similarities
Self-referencing is the idea that traits that apply to one’s self are more
recognizable and memorable when noticed in others (Karylowski, 1990). According to
Karylowski’s study, self-referencing is such a powerful and rigid construct that training
cannot change its interference, so it can be particularly important in workplace judgment
contexts. We will look at three studies that have explored self-referencing in different
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contexts and discuss how this applies to the involvement of SNWs in employment
contexts.
Kuiper (1981) studied the inverted-U RT (rating time) effect as applied to selfand other-referencing. Namely, this study found that descriptors that were either very like
or very unlike the participants’ concepts of themselves and the experimenter were quickly
identified, whereas descriptors that were either moderately like or moderately unlike the
subjects’ concept of themselves and the experimenter took more time to be identified.
The fact that Kuiper found support for the inverted-U RT effect not only when applied to
self-referencing but also when applied to other-referencing suggests that when
individuals do not know very much about another person, they substitute traits from their
own self-prototype to fill in the blanks along with stereotype use. Kuiper’s findings bring
up two important points: (a) self-prototypes include not only what makes up a person, but
also what characteristics a person lacks, meaning that both extremes are known, and (b)
people tend to assume that strangers have similar traits to themselves when they do not
have any other information.
Karylowski (1990) studied the effects of word order on the judgment speeds of
self-prototypical traits (i.e., those strongly associated with the self), other-prototypical
traits (i.e., those strongly associated with another), and neither-prototypical traits (i.e.,
those having no strong association). He found that word order did not matter for selfprototypical traits; individuals were always faster to pass judgment on traits that they
strongly associated with themselves than on traits with no association. In contrast, word
order did matter for other-prototypical traits in that when the questions were in otherreferent form (i.e., when another person is the focus of comparison), judgments were
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passed faster for other-prototypical traits than for traits with no association; if the other
was not the focus of the comparison, there was not a noticeable difference in the speed of
the judgment. These findings tell us that whereas people are capable of forming a
prototype for traits associated with another, self-prototypes are more rigid and
internalized.
Schroeder, Rosopa, & Baker (2013) studied how social norms (i.e., standards for
whether a behavior is deemed acceptable based on what is desired and what is common
in reality) and self-referencing impact how different varieties of anti-normative employee
behaviors are perceived by raters. It was found that (a) constructive deviance (i.e.,
behaviors that help the organization that are performed more often than the norm) is
valued more highly than constructive conformity (i.e., behaviors that help the
organization that match normative standards for frequency), (b) destructive deviance (i.e.,
behaviors that harm the organization and that go beyond what is generally accepted as
normal) is punished more harshly than destructive conformity (i.e., behaviors that harm
the organization but are generally accepted as normal), (c) destructive conformity is
perceived to be more socially acceptable than destructive deviance, (d) constructive
deviance is seen as being more socially acceptable than constructive conformity, and (e)
destructive conformity is perceived as being more socially acceptable than constructive
conformity. In addition, in comparing rater and ratee behaviors, it was found that the
more a rater participated in counterproductive workplace behavior (CWB; i.e., freely
performed actions that harm the work environment), the less likely they were to value
those who performed above average in terms of organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB; i.e., extra tasks one performs to help others complete their job tasks or to make the
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work place a more positive environment). Likewise, raters who participated in more OCB
were less likely to socially accept those who participated in more CWB. These results
support the notion that self-referencing is influential in decision-making in employment
contexts, as raters’ evaluations were less positive for those who engaged in behaviors that
differed from their own.
As previous research has demonstrated a self-referencing effect in organizational
contexts, it seems likely that similar effects would also be found in judgments made in an
evaluative SNW context. Thus, in the current study it is expected that raters will utilize
self-referencing when making employee evaluations based on SNW profiles.
Hypothesis 1: Ratees with SNW profiles similar to those of raters will receive
higher evaluation ratings than ratees with SNW profiles that exhibit traits that are
different from those held by raters.
Impact of Individual Differences on Rater Styles
Individual differences including culture, personality, and general demographic
differences can impact judgments of others. Hofstede’s (1991) culture theory divides
culture into five elements (originally four): individualism/collectivism, power distance,
uncertainty avoidance, masculinity/femininity, and long-term versus short-term
orientation. Whereas a collection of studies have looked at Hofstede’s cultural elements
and found various organizational impacts (Baker & Carson, 2011; Dreu, 1998; Fock, Hui,
Au, & Bond, 2013; Lievens, Conway, & De Corte, 2008; Oudenhoven, Mechelse, &
Kao, 2009), the current study will focus on the cultural element of
individualism/collectivism as it applies to raters and influences ratings.
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Lievens, Conway, and De Corte (2008) looked at the company culture element of
individualism/collectivism and the different emphases organizations placed on the
performance appraisal aspects of task performance (i.e., how well one performs tasks
directly relating to their job), OCB, and CWB. They found that while task performance,
OCB, and CWB were all significantly valued in general, organizations with a more teambased or collectivist culture gave more importance to OCB than individualistic
organizations that tended to place more of the importance on task performance. In the
current study, we expect that similar effects will be shown in that more individualistic
raters will place more value on the professional orientation of SNW profiles due to
inferences that such individuals would have higher task performance, whereas more
collectivistic raters will attribute greater value to SNW profiles demonstrating high
individual integrity due to their assumption that such individuals would be more likely to
exhibit OCBs.
Hypothesis 2: Professionalism will moderate the relation between individualism
and employee evaluations such that in the high professionalism condition, individualism
and employee evaluations will be positively related, whereas in the low professionalism
condition, individualism and employee evaluations will be negatively related (see Figure
1).
Hypothesis 3: Integrity will moderate the relation between collectivism and
employee evaluations such that in the high integrity condition, collectivism and employee
evaluations will be positively related, whereas in the low integrity condition, collectivism
and employee evaluation will be negatively related (see Figure 2).
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Yun, Donahue, Dudley, and McFarland (2005) researched rater personality in
combination with rating format and the social context of the rating in regards to
performance assessment. It was found that high levels of rater agreeableness in
combination with face-to-face feedback resulted in higher ratings than raters who had low
levels of agreeableness. In other feedback formats such as a behavioral check-list,
agreeable raters did not inflate ratings as much, and ratings for raters low in
agreeableness did not vary noticeably across different formats. Bernaredin, Tyler, and
Villanova (2009) did a follow-up study looking at the personality factor of
conscientiousness alongside agreeableness. The authors found that raters with high levels
of agreeableness and low levels of conscientiousness gave the highest ratings. Unlike the
findings in Yun et al. (2005), Bernaredin et al. (2009) found that raters high in
agreeableness gave high ratings for subpar performers across different formats. In the
current study, we expect that raters with high agreeableness and low conscientiousness
will give higher evaluation ratings than their counterparts.
Hypothesis 4: Evaluation ratings will be positively related to rater agreeableness.
Hypothesis 5: Evaluation ratings will be negatively related to rater
conscientiousness.
Rater demographics such as gender can also influence ratings. Benedict and
Levine (1988) examined rater gender along with performance level and requirements for
feedback. Namely, it was found that female raters gave higher ratings and procrastinated
in giving feedback more than male raters. Thus, in the current study it is expected that
women will give higher ratings than men and that women will take longer to complete
the study after initial contact than men.
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Hypothesis 6: Female raters will give higher evaluation ratings than male raters.
Hypothesis 7: Female raters will take longer to complete the evaluation portion of
the study than male raters.
Gender, Professionalism, and Integrity: Ratee Differences
Whereas rater-ratee similarity and rater characteristics are both expected to be
influential in SNW evaluations, previous research has also demonstrated that ratee
characteristics are impactful in evaluation contexts. Thus, a review of three such
characteristics is provided below.
Gill (2004) studied descriptive and prescriptive stereotypes and gender bias.
Descriptive stereotypes involve using stereotypical language to directly describe
members of a group. An example in the context of gender would be referring to women
as nurturing or gentle. Prescriptive stereotypes involve using stereotypical language to
describe how members of a group should act. An example in the context of gender would
be stating that women should be nurturing and gentle. Gill found that whereas there was
not an issue with descriptive bias in organizations, prescriptive bias was an issue in
certain situations.
Dipboye, Arvey, and Terpstra (1977) looked into the influences sex of applicants
in an interview setting had on the interviewers’ evaluations. The authors found that
whereas highly qualified applicants had the largest advantage, male applicants were
deemed as being more hirable than female applicants. Cann, Siegfried, and Pearce (1981)
looked at the influence of examining specific qualifications of applicants before making
hiring decisions to see if the practice would reduce discrimination on the basis of sex. Sex
still influenced hiring decisions; male applicants were deemed more hirable than female
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applicants. In the current study, we expect male ratees to receive higher evaluations than
female ratees.
Hypothesis 8: Male ratees will receive higher evaluation ratings than female
ratees.
Bohnert and Ross (2010) researched how raters handle different types of SNW
profiles. The three types of profiles shown to participants were alcohol-, family-, and
professional-oriented. Participants reported that they would be more likely to interview
applicants with family- or professional-oriented profiles than applicants with alcoholoriented profiles. The same preferential effect for professional oriented profiles is
expected to occur in the current study.
Hypothesis 9: Ratees with professional-oriented profiles will receive higher
evaluation ratings than ratees with profiles that are less professionally oriented.
Integrity testing is commonly used in organizations to predict performance and
filter out undesirable candidates in the hiring process (Byle & Holtgraves, 2008; Luther,
2000). Two integrity tests are the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI; Luther, 2000) and
the Personnel Reaction Blank (PRB; Byle & Holtgraves, 2008). Ones, Viswesvaran, and
Schmidt (1993) found that integrity tests accurately predict job performance and degree
of CWB hired applicants eventually exhibit. As such, we expect integrity to be valued in
ratees.
Hypothesis 10: Ratees with high integrity profiles will receive higher evaluation
ratings than ratees with low integrity profiles.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

Pilot Study
A pilot study was used to determine which materials provided the best
operationalizations of the constructs. Details on each aspect of the pilot study are
provided below.
Participants. Ten undergraduate and graduate psychology majors participated in
the pilot study (60% female; ages 20 through 27, M = 22.7; 90% Caucasian; 80%
undergraduate juniors and seniors). No incentives were given for participation.
Materials. One job description for a strategy consultant for an analytics company,
six resumes, 18 photos, and 12 mock Facebook profiles (made with the website
classtools.net; Tarr, 2013) were given to the participants. The mock Facebook profiles
had three unique sets of content (i.e., there were four profiles that had only minor
variations in content related to professionalism and integrity within each of three
clusters). All materials were presented under the gender-neutral name “Riley Davidson.”
Participants were also given an answer packet that had participants rate on a scale of one
(low) to seven (high) the questions “To what degree does this applicant seem qualified
for this position?” “How professional is this picture?” “How attractive is this individual?”
“How professional do you perceive this individual to be?” “What level of professionalism
is depicted in this profile?” and “What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?” (see
14

Appendix A for the rating scale; see Appendices B-D for examples of the materials
chosen for use in the full study).
Procedure. The researcher handed out the answer packets and directed
participants to fill out demographic information. Participants were then each given a copy
of the job description, and the six résumés were distributed amongst the participants.
Participants provided ratings on the qualifications of each for the strategy consultant
position. Copies of each of the eighteen pictures (i.e., six potential Facebook cover
photos and 12 potential Facebook profile pictures) were then distributed to the
participants. Participants rated the professionalism of each cover photo and both the
professionalism and attractiveness of each profile picture. Copies of each of the 12
profiles were then distributed amongst the participants, and ratings of professionalism
and integrity were provided.
Results. Participant responses regarding résumé qualifications, cover photo
professionalism, profile photo professionalism and attractiveness, and SNW profile
professionalism and integrity were examined by examining means, standard deviations,
and 95% confidence intervals around the means. Details are provided below.
Ratee résumés. Results indicated that three résumés were clearly seen as
demonstrating higher qualifications than the remaining three, as the 95% confidence
intervals did not overlap (see Figure 3). Therefore, the highly qualified resume with the
highest mean and smallest standard deviation was chosen (i.e., M = 6.60, SD = 0.70), and
the moderately qualified resume with the lowest mean and smallest standard deviation
was chosen (i.e., M = 2.60, SD = 1.35).
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Ratee cover photos. Likewise, there was a clear divide in professionalism ratings
for the cover photos, with no overlap in confidence intervals between the two groups of
cover photos (see Figure 4). As such, the cover photo with the highest mean and the
smallest standard deviation (M = 4.10, SD = 1.45), and the cover photo with the lowest
mean and the smallest standard deviation (M = 1.00, SD = 0.00) were chosen.
Ratee profile pictures. As was the case in the previous analyses, there was also no
overlap in confidence intervals in ratings of the professionalism of the profile pictures
(see Figure 5); however, the results for attractiveness ratings were less decisive (see
Figure 6). Based on these results, four photos (i.e., two females, two males) with
relatively equal attractiveness and desired degrees of professionalism and
unprofessionalism were selected. Namely, this included photos of a professional male
(professionalism M = 6.10, SD = 0.32; attractiveness M = 4.40, SD = 1.27), an
unprofessional male (professionalism M = 1.70, SD = 1.06; attractiveness M = 3.60, SD =
1.71), a professional female (professionalism M = 5.40, SD = 0.97; attractiveness M =
5.30, SD = 0.68), and an unprofessional female (professionalism M = 1.40, SD = 0.70;
attractiveness M = 4.30, SD = 1.83).
Ratee SNW profiles. The first of the three clusters of profiles demonstrated a
clear divide in regard to professionalism (M = 3.90, SD = 1.37 and M = 3.40, SD = 1.78
for the professional profiles; M = 1.33, SD = 0.50 and M = 1.44, SD = 0.73 for the
unprofessional profiles; see Figure 7); however, only one of the four profiles within this
cluster was rated high on integrity. In contrast, the remaining two clusters did not have
two clearly professional and unprofessional profiles, but integrity ratings were better
grouped into pairs. This was particularly true in the second cluster (M= 6.30, SD = 0.68
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and M = 4.50, SD = 1.51 for the high integrity profiles; M = 2.10, SD = 1.45 and M =
1.50, SD = 0.53 for the low integrity profiles; see Figure 8). Upon a qualitative
examination of the profiles (which were made up of statuses and links), it was determined
that the links displayed in the profiles of the first cluster were much better at delineating
high versus low professionalism than the links displayed in the profiles in the other
clusters; however, the statuses included in the cluster two profiles better illustrated
integrity variations. Therefore, it was decided to use the links from the first cluster of
profiles and the statuses from the second cluster of profiles, thereby creating four profiles
with a unique combination of professionalism (high or low) and integrity (high or low).
Study
Participants. Full-time employees (N =144; mean age = 29.38; 60.4% male;
54.2% with 6+ years of work experience) were recruited through the website Mechanical
Turk (Amazon.com, 2013). Each was provided with a monetary incentive of one dollar.
Only individuals who were at least eighteen years of age, who worked at least forty hours
a week, and who had a Facebook profile were qualified to participate.

Materials.
Job description. A job description for a strategy consultant position for a made-up
company (i.e., Riverbend Analytics) was provided (see Appendix B).
Ratee résumés. Two résumés (i.e., one portraying a highly qualified individual
and one portraying a moderately qualified individual, based on the findings of the pilot
study) were used (see Appendix C).
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Ratee SNW profiles. Based on the findings of the pilot study, eight SNW profiles
were presented to participants, representing combinations of male or female, nonprofessional or professional, and low or high integrity characteristics (i.e., a 2 x 2 x 2
design). Gender was portrayed via profile pictures of equally attractive males and females
as determined in the pilot study. Professionalism was portrayed by dress and context of
profile pictures, content of cover photos, maturity of statuses (i.e., capitalization,
grammar, and spelling), content of links posted, and interests indicated under Music,
Movies, TV Shows, and Likes sections of the profiles. Integrity was portrayed via
statuses presenting a moral dilemma and how the individual handled it (see Appendix D).
Participant survey. Participants completed an employee evaluation for their ratee
resume and SNW profile. Rater characteristics were also assessed, including personality
traits, individual culture, and demographic information. Details on each of these measures
are provided below.
Qualification items. These items determined that all participants were 18 years of
age or older, employed full time (i.e., 40 hours a week or more), had a Facebook profile,
and were willing to “friend” a researcher Facebook account with the promise that they
would be unfriended within thirty days. If participants responded with “no” to any of
these four items, they were barred from participating in the study.
Ratee evaluation. Six items based on the evaluation measures used in Bohnert and
Ross (2010) were included to assess perceptions of each ratee (see Appendix E). This
included five seven-point Likert scale items and one open-ended salary item. Participants
also indicated which factor most influenced participants’ ratings of the applicant (i.e., the
résumé or SNW profile), and four manipulation check items were included, assessing the
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gender of the applicant, how qualified the applicant was based only on their resume, and
how much professionalism and integrity was displayed in the applicant’s profile.
Personality. Forty-four items from the Big Five Index (John, Donahue, & Kentle,
1991; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008) were included to measure participant extraversion
(α = .818), agreeableness (α = .842), conscientiousness (α = .855), neuroticism (α = .876),
and openness to experience (α = .797; see Appendix F). Each item was rated using a
seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = completely disagree and 7 = completely agree.
Individualism and collectivism. Thirty-two items from Singelis et al. (1995)
measured participant individualism and collectivism (16 items each). Each item was rated
using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = completely disagree and 7 = completely
agree. Cronbach’s alpha was .784 and .891, respectively (see Appendix G).
Quality control items. Three quality control items were included to ensure that
participants were reading and comprehending each question and to identify participants
who were merely clicking answers. The items read as follows: “For quality control
purposes, select ‘somewhat disagree.’"; “For quality control purposes, select ‘mostly
disagree.’"; “For quality control purposes, select ‘mostly disagree.’" Data from
participants who did not answer all three of the quality control items correctly were not
used, and the participants were not compensated (N = 69).
Self-referencing participant Facebook ratings. Seven undergraduate and
graduate psychology majors (57.14% female; ages 20 through 25, M = 22.57; 58.71%
Caucasian; 71.43% undergraduate juniors and seniors) examined the screen shots from
participant Facebook profiles and rated them on professionalism, integrity, and gender
(i.e., “Overall degree of professionalism exhibited on participant’s Facebook page from 1
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(very unprofessional) to 7 (very professional)”; “Overall degree of integrity exhibited on
participant’s Facebook page from 1 (very low integrity) to 7 (very high integrity)”; “Male
(0) or Female (1)”, respectively). All raters went through a 30 minutes training session in
which they were walked through a sample profile and given instructions. As there were
seven raters and 144 participants, each rater rated 61-62 profiles, resulting in each profile
being rated by three different raters. Ratings were averaged to provide each participant
profile with one professionalism, integrity, and gender construct rating.
Procedure. Individuals interested in participating in the study as advertised on
Mechanical Turk were first asked four questions to filter out any unqualified participants.
Participants were then instructed to “friend” a researcher Facebook profile. Data from
participants who did not follow this step were not used, and the participants were not
compensated (N =30). Once participants passed the qualification items, a job description,
résumé, and screen shots of a Facebook profile for an applicant (i.e., the researchercreated résumés and profiles) was provided. After the job description, résumé, and SNW
profile were presented, participants completed an employee evaluation scale for that
ratee. This portion of the survey was timed. After the evaluation, participants answered
questions regarding their personality, individual culture, and demographic information.
Participants were told the purpose of the study was to examine evaluations of applicants
based on résumés and Facebook profiles.
As there were eight profiles and two résumés for a total of 16 combinations to be
evaluated by participants, and there were 144 participants, approximately 7-17
participants evaluated each condition. Assignment to conditions was determined through
participants’ natural selection of the 16 conditions, displayed on Mechanical Turk in a
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random and changing order. The researcher took several screen shots of each
participant’s Facebook profile which were later coded on professionalism, integrity, and
gender.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among measures included in the
rater survey are presented in Table 1.
To test H1, the correlations between Facebook evaluation ratings and a) rater
professionalism (analyses done separately for high and low professionalism conditions),
b) rater integrity (analyses done separately for high and low integrity conditions), and c)
rater gender (analyses done separately across gender conditions) were examined. All
correlations were non-significant at p < .05. There was a marginally significant (p < .07)
correlation between integrity ratings and participant gender, but the relation was in an
unexpected direction (i.e., females were more likely to recommend higher salaries for
opposite sex applicants). Thus, H1 was not supported.
H2 examined professionalism as a moderator of the relation between individualism
and Facebook evaluation ratings, but none of these interactions was significant. Thus, H2
was also not supported. H3 stated that integrity would moderate the relation between
collectivism and Facebook evaluation ratings, and one marginal effect emerged. Namely,
in the high integrity conditions, r = .269, p < .05, for the link between collectivism and
recommended starting salary, and this effect was non-significant in the low integrity
conditions. This provides partial support for H3.
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H4 and H5 were not supported, as neither rater agreeableness nor conscientiousness
was linked to Facebook evaluation ratings. Interestingly, however, Facebook evaluation
ratings were linked to rater extraversion, r = .205, r = .300, r = .219, and r = .199, p < .05
for applicant qualifications, interview likelihood, job offer likelihood, and predicted job
performance, respectively. In addition, rater individualism and collectivism were linked
to interview likelihood, r = .309 and .326, p < .05, respectively, job offer likelihood, r =
.303 and .295, p < .05, respectively, recommended starting salary, r = .195 and .176, p <
.05, respectively, and predicted job performance, r = .261 and .223, p < .05, respectively.
Thus, this provides support for the notion that individual differences may impact
Facebook evaluation ratings.
In testing H6, an independent samples t-test was conducted. Results indicated that
males provided higher predicted job performance ratings overall (M = 4.64 for males, M
= 4.04 for females), t(142) = 2.201, p < .05, and there was also a marginally significant
difference in interview likelihood ratings (M = 4.11 for males, M = 3.58 for females),
t(142) = 1.762, p < .09. As these results were in the opposite direction of expectations,
support was not garnered for H6. An independent samples t-test was also conducted to
examine whether there were gender differences in time taken to complete a Facebook
evaluation; however, this analyses yielded non-significant results. As such, H7 was not
supported. Independent samples t-tests examining whether applicant gender impacted
Facebook evaluation ratings were also non-significant, so H8 was also not supported.
Independent samples t-test examining Facebook evaluation ratings across
professional and unprofessional conditions supported H9, in that professional conditions
received higher ratings of applicant qualifications, t(142) = 2.310, p < .05, interview
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likelihood, t(142) = 4.414, p <.05, job offer likelihood, t(142) = 4.667, p < .05, and
predicted job performance, t(142) = 6.550, p < .05. There was also a marginal effect for
recommended starting salary, t(132) = 1.836, p < .07. Thus, H9 was supported. Similar
analyses were also conducted to examine Facebook evaluation rating differences across
integrity conditions, but no significant differences emerged. Thus H10 was not supported.
Several exploratory analyses were also conducted to better understand Facebook
evaluation ratings in organizational contexts. Results indicated that 61.1% of raters
indicated that they relied more on the Facebook profile than the applicant’s résumé’ when
completing their evaluation. Follow-up analyses indicated that females, t(125.4) = -2.223,
p < .05, those with less experience with applicant evaluation, t(142) = 2.669, p < .05, and
less collectivistic individuals, t(142) = 2.077, p < .05, were more likely to place more
weight on Facebook profiles than on résumés.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The current study found support for the notion that the professionalism of SNW
profiles matter in that more professional SNW profiles were given higher prospective
employment evaluation ratings than their unprofessional counterparts. Partial support was
found for the notion that individual differences may impact Facebook evaluation ratings
through findings that collectivistic raters value integrity as a predictor of OCB, reflected
through recommending higher starting salaries for ratees with higher levels of integrity;
extraverted raters generally provided higher ratings; both highly individualistic and
highly collectivistic raters were more optimistic than those scoring lower on these
constructs regarding the ratee as a prospective employee; and males provided higher
ratings for job performance. Notably, 61.1% of raters placed more weight on the ratee
SNW profile than the ratee résumé. These findings can be summed up in that SNW
professionalism and individual rater differences in SNW evaluation matter when it comes
to judgments in employment contexts, and notably, a majority of raters in our study
bestowed more credibility upon SNWs as selection tools than applicant résumés.
Many hypotheses were not supported. More specifically, support was not found
for a self-referencing effect or for integrity displayed via SNW being predictors of
applicant evaluation ratings. There is a possibility of type II error due to the small sample
size of 144, with only 7-17 participants in each of the 16 conditions. This small sample
25

size was a serious limitation of the current study. The authors originally intended to have
900 participants with 56-57 participants in each condition. However, a few weeks into
data collection, the researchers were notified that asking for identifying information and
requiring that participants register at another site was against Amazon Mechanical Turk
policies (Amazon Mechanical Turk, personal communication, 1/13/2014). While the
researchers have modified the method and continued data collection with Amazon
Mechanical Turk and have begun data collection using the original method with a student
sample, timing complications have mandated the exclusion of these findings from the
current study. Therefore, the current study is part of a much larger, ongoing study that is
still in the data collection stage. This is a limitation that will be rectified with time in
future reports.
Some hypotheses were most likely not supported due to limitations beyond the
small sample size. The hypotheses regarding gender were most likely not supported due
to the outdated literature the hypotheses were founded upon (i.e., Benedict and Levine,
1988; Cann, Siegfried, and Pearce, 1981; Dipboye, Arvey, and Terpstra, 1977). It was
unrealistic to base current gender equality issues on findings from the 1970’s and 1980’s
when so much has changed in the past 30-40 years. Future research should involve a
more current review of the literature on gender differences before forming gender
hypotheses. It is unclear why findings were insignificant for hypotheses regarding the
relationship between rater agreeableness, rater conscientiousness, or the interactive effect
of individualism and professionalism on evaluation ratings.
There were other limitations regarding the method used in this study. One
limitation was the varying number of participants in each condition (i.e., 7-17). Future
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research should standardize how many participants are in each condition while keeping
the selection process as natural as possible. However, due to the unexpected premature
conclusion to data collection, this was not possible in the current study. There was also a
limitation in that the raters expressed concern over the difficulty of providing integrity
ratings for participant profiles. Whereas the researcher-created ratee SNW profiles
provided to participants were determined by the pilot study to have clear levels of
integrity, real SNW profiles may not be as clean-cut. Future research should more
specifically operationalize what it means for a real SNW profile to have high or low
levels of integrity as well as include more rater training. This illustrates an issue with the
rating of SNW profiles in real employment judgment contexts; different raters rate using
different standards.
In summary, the findings of this study are important as they support the notion
that applicant assessment based on SNW profiles can lead to differing perceptions of
applicants, including ratings of applicant qualifications, interview likelihood, job offer
likelihood, and predicted job performance. This study also identified several rater
attributes that predicted differences in applicant evaluation ratings, and raters also
diverged in their report of which assessment tool (i.e., the SNW profile or résumé) they
weighted more heavily in their evaluation, with a majority relying more on SNW profiles.
As such, organizations should use caution when using SNW profiles in employment
contexts until more research is available to demonstrate the reliability and validity of this
evaluation method.
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations Among Study Variables

Variable

M

SD

1

Age

29.38

7.92

—

Gender

1.40

.49

.134

—

Extraversion

4.65

1.02

-.059

.071

—

Agreeableness

5.24

.99

.122

.160

.379**

—

Conscientiousness

5.19

1.02

.219**

.099

.317**

.665**

—

Neuroticism

3.25

1.22

-.192*

.095

-.407**

-.474**

-.585**

—

Openness

4.97

.85

.190*

.041

.402**

.371**

.315**

-.271**

Individualism

4.91

.73

-.150

-.127

.329**

.109

.192*

-.266**

Collectivism

5.14

.88

-.072

-.002

.389**

.509**

.460**

-.346**

Applicant qualifications

4.37

1.63

-.015

-.061

.205*

.077

.053

-.010

Interview likelihood

3.90

1.80

-.088

-.146

.300**

.072

.021

-.117

Job offer likelihood

3.58

1.84

-.042

-.110

.219**

-.026

-.024

-.075

$2,872.02

.105

-.037

.142

.082

.069

-.030

1.64

-.059

-.182*

.199*

.008

-.074

-.110

Recommended Starting salary $41,388.81
Predicted Job Performance

4.40

2

3

4

5

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 1 (cont.)
Variable

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Age
Gender
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness

—

Individualism

.264**

—

Collectivism

.158

.529**

—

Applicant qualifications

-.077

.145

.159

—

Interview likelihood

-.046

.309**

.326**

.599**

—

Job offer likelihood

-.094

.303**

.295**

.604**

.885**

—

Recommended Starting salary

.042

.195*

.176*

.377**

.375**

.438**

—

Predicted Job Performance

-.084

.261**

.223**

.542**

.824**

.820**

.409**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 1. Individualism and professionalism. The more individualistic a rater is, the more
they will take professionalism into account when determining ratings. (Note that profiles
with high professionalism are denoted in blue, and profiles with low professionalism are
denoted in red.)
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Figure 2. Collectivism and integrity. The more collectivistic a rater is, the more they will
take integrity into account when determining ratings. (Note that profiles with high
integrity are denoted in blue, and profiles with low integrity are denoted in red.)
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Figure 3. Résumé qualification ratings. (Note that retained materials are denoted in red.)
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Figure 4. Ratee cover photo ratings. (Note that retained materials are denoted in red.)

38

Figure 5. Ratee professional profile picture ratings. (Note that female materials are
denoted in yellow, male materials are denoted in blue, retained female materials are
denoted in purple, and retained male materials are denoted in red.)
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Figure 6. Ratee attractiveness profile picture ratings. (Note that female materials are
denoted in yellow, male materials are denoted in blue, retained female materials are
denoted in purple, and retained male materials are denoted in red.)
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Figure 7. Ratee professionalism SNW profiles ratings. (Note that materials retained to be
modified are denoted in green.)
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Figure 8. Ratee integrity SNW profiles ratings. (Note that materials retained to be
modified are denoted in green.)
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Appendix A
Pilot Materials
Demographic questions
Age:
Sex:
Race:
Year in school:
Major:
Résumés
1. To what degree does this applicant seem qualified for this position?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

2. To what degree does this applicant seem qualified for this position?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

3. To what degree does this applicant seem qualified for this position?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

4. To what degree does this applicant seem qualified for this position?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6
43

7

5. To what degree does this applicant seem qualified for this position?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

6. To what degree does this applicant seem qualified for this position?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

Any recommendations for improvement:
Cover photo pictures
1. How professional is this picture?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

2. How professional is this picture?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

3. How professional is this picture?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

4. How professional is this picture?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6
44

7

5. How professional is this picture?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

6. How professional is this picture?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

Any recommendations for improvement:
Profile pictures
7. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

2

High
3

4

5

6

7

8. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6
45

7

9. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

10. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

11. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

12. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6
46

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

13. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

14. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

15. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6
47

7

16. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

17. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

18. How attractive is this individual?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

How professional do you perceive this individual to be?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

Any recommendations for improvement:

48

7

Profiles
1. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

2. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

3. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

49

7

4. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

5. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

6. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7
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8. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

9. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

10. What level of professionalism is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6

7

What level of integrity is depicted in this profile?
Low
1

High
2

3

4

5

6
51

7
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Appendix B
Job Description
RIVERBEND ANALYTICS
Strategy Consultant
Responsibilities
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Lead and participate in working sessions with clients to identify and analyze
complex business problems and opportunities to drive revenue gains
Coordinate internal project team work streams
Perform intensive data analysis to identify and quantify revenue opportunities
Develop solutions, including:
Revenue Management and pricing strategies
Business process enhancements
Analytical capabilities and tools
Communicate solutions to clients, including creating deliverables
Quantify the benefits of recommended solutions
Create metrics to measure performance in improving decisions
Manage client expectations and build client relationships
Participate in business development and networking activities

Qualifications







Bachelor’s, Master’s or MBA with strong academic credentials
Professional experience preferred
Excellent written and verbal communications skills
Creative analytical capabilities and problem-solving skills
Proficiency in MS-Excel and other data analysis tools
Ability to proactively manage multiple commitments and tasks

53

Appendix C
Ratee Résumés
Moderately qualified résumé

Riley Davidson
**Contact information removed**
OBJECTIVE
To obtain a reliable business administration position with opportunities for advancement.
EDUCATION
AMBERTON UNIVERSITY
Bachelor of Arts-Business Administration
Minor-English Literature

Graduation date: May, 2010

JEFFERSON MEMORIAL HIGH SCHOOL
High School Diploma

Graduation date: May, 2006

WORK EXPERIENCE
RIKER’S CATERING
Team member
-Handled customer relations
-Planned food arrangements
-Honed business communication skills

January 2012-Present

O’CHARLEY’S
Server
-Utilized teamwork skills
-Honed communication skills
-Assisted managers during Holiday season

June 2010-January 2012

AWARDS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS
-Member of Student Government Association
-Participated in intramural Quidditch
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-Halloween kitty costume YouTube video got 100,000+ views
SKILLS
-Proficient typing abilities
-Knowledgeable of power point and excel programs
-Communication
REFERENCES available upon request.

Very qualified résumé

Riley Davidson
**Contact information removed**
OBJECTIVE
To obtain a reliable business administration position with opportunities for advancement.
EDUCATION
HARVARD UNIVERSITY
Masters of Business Administration
3.8 GPA

Graduation date: May, 2012

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA
Bachelor of Arts-Business Administration
Bachelor of Arts-Spanish Language
4.0 GPA

Graduation date: May, 2010

WORK EXPERIENCE
GENERAL MOTORS
Finance Analyst
-Prepared and analyzed various data
-Fact-checked data from outside sources
-Wrote reports of findings

July 2011-Present
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VANGUARD
MBA Internship
-Assisted with administrative duties
-Gained research experience
-Collected statistical data

May 2011-July 2011

AWARDS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS
-Fluency in Spanish and familiarity with Latin American cultures
-Received Business Traveler scholarship to fund a semester abroad in Ecuador
-Received the Golden Door award which covered all undergraduate tuition costs
-Secretary of Business Scholars of Harvard
-Graduated with honors
-Received Pen of Valor award given for excellence in writing

REFERENCES available upon request.

56

Appendix D
Ratee SNW Profiles Excerpts
Female, professional, high integrity condition
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Female, professional, low integrity condition

58

Female, unprofessional, high integrity condition

59

Female, unprofessional, low integrity condition

60

Male, professional, high integrity condition

61

Male, professional, low integrity condition

62

Male, unprofessional, high integrity condition

63

Male, unprofessional, low integrity condition
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Appendix E
Ratee Evaluation
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Appendix F
Rater Personality Measures
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Appendix G
Rater Individualism and Collectivism Measures
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